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RECORD OF DECI SI ON AMENDIVENT
SOUNDERS SUPPLY COVPANY

Decl arati on
Site Nanme and Location

Saunders Supply Conpany
Chuckat uck, Virginia

St atenent of Basis and Purpose

Thi s deci si on docunment revises the Record of Decision (RCD) signed on Septenber 30, 1991 for the Saunders
Supply Company Site (Site), in Chuckatuck, Virginia. The revised renmedy was chosen in accordance with the
requi renents of the conprehensive Environmental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as anended
(CERCLA), 42 U.S.C. 8§ 9601 et seq., and, to the extent practicable, the National Q1| and Hazardous Substances
Pol I uti on Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 CF. R Part 300. This decision document explains the factual and | egal
basis for revising the remedy for this Site. The information supporting this remedial action decision is
contained in the Adm nistrative Record for this Site.

The Virginia Department of Environmental Quality concurs with the amended remnedy.
Assessment of the Site

Pursuant to duly del egated authority, | hereby determ ne, pursuant to Section 106 of CERCLA, 42 U S. C §
9606, that actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances, pollutants or contam nants fromthis Site,
if not addressed by inplenenting the response action selected in this Record of Decision Anendnment, nay
present an inmminent and substantial endangernent to public health, welfare, or the environnent.

Description of the Sel ected Remedy

This ROD Arendnent revises the previously sel ected renedy by chargi ng the nmethodol ogy for treatnent of
contam nated soil and sedinent for onsite | ow tenperature thernal desorption and onsite dechlorination,
respectively, to offsite incineration. This ROD Arendnent will be the final Record of Decision for the Site.
Based on the information derived through the Renedial Investigation, the Site soils pose a principal threat
to human heal t h.

The anmended renedy includes the followi ng major conponents:

1. Excavation and offsite incineration of the KOOl sedi nents fromthe wastewater pond and the forner
eart hen separation pond.

2. Excavation and offsite incineration of the Site soils and sedinents fromthe storm sewer.

3. Treatment of the ground water during the dewatering process prior to excavating the soil and that
collected in the ground water collection trenches.

4. Removal of the top one inch of the stained areas of the concrete pad, solidification treatnment and
offsite disposal of the renoved nmaterial. Renoval and onsite disposal of the concrete pad in the
area requiring soil excavation.

5. Cl eaning and sliplining of the storm sewer.
6. G ound wat er nonitoring.
7. Institutional controls.

Decl aration of Statutory Determ nations

The selected renedy is protective of human health and the environment, conplies with Federal and State
requirenents that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the renedial action, and is
cost-effective. This renedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatnment (or resource recovery)
t echnol ogi es to the maxi num extent practicable, and satisfies the statutory preference for remedi es that
enpl oy treatnment that reduces toxicity, nobility, or volume as a principal elenent.



Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remai ning onsite above heal th-based | evels, a review
will be conducted within five years after commencenent of renedial action to ensure that the remedy continues
to provi de adequate protection of human health and the environment. Such reviews will be conducted every
five years thereafter until EPA determines that the cleanup levels set forth in this ROD have been achi eved,

or that the hazardous substances remaining at the Site do not prevent unlimted use and unrestricted exposure
at the Site.

<I M5 SRC 0396234>
Thomas C. Vol taggi o Dat e

Di rector, Hazardous Waste Managenent
Region |11



DECI SI ON SUMVARY
A I NTRCDUCTI ON

The Saunders Supply Conpany Site (the site) is located in the village of Chuckatuck, a rural area of
Suffolk, Virginia (see Figure 1 - Regional Map). The Site is a fornmer wood treating facility which ceased
operating in June 1991. The Saunders Supply Conpany facility is located in a m xed residential and
commercial area. The Kelly Nursery and residence is |located i mediately north of the facility. A gasoline
station and a residential subdivision are |ocated south of the facility. Commercial establishnments and
residences are |ocated east of the facility and a wooded area is west of the facility, beyond which
agricultural activity exists. For nore information on the Site location, description, history, enforcenent
activities, and comrunity participation activities conducted prior to Septenmber 1991, refer to Sections A
through C of the Record of Decision (RCD) issued on Septenber 30, 1991

The U.S. Environnental Protection Agency (EPA) is the | ead agency for response activities at the Site
The Virginia Departrment of Environmental Quality ("VDEQ') is the support agency for response activities.

On May 23, 1991, EPA rel eased the original Proposed Plan for the Site, requesting public comment on
the alternatives identified at that time to renmediate contanination at the Site, as well as the EPA preferred
alternative. Based on comments received, EPA in consultation with VDEQ selected the remedy to clean up the
Site in the ROD dated Septenber 30, 1991. A description of the najor conponents of the remedy is provided in
Section C bel ow.

Based on new i nformati on obtained during the design of the remedy, EPA is anending the ROD to change
the method for treatnent of contami nated soil and sedinments fromonsite | ow tenperature thermal desorption
and onsite dechlorination, respectively, to offsite incineration because offsite incineration would have
fewer adverse inpacts while being conparable in cost to onsite treatnent

B. COMMUNI TY PARTI CI PATI ON and | NFORVATI ON AVAI LABI LI TY

The Proposed Pl an describing the amended renedy was rel eased to the public for comment on August 4,
1996. This proposed Plan was nade available to the community in the infornation repositories naintained at
the EPA Region |11 Docket Roomin Philadel phia and at the Morgan Menorial Library in Suffolk, Virginia. The
notice of availability was published in the Virginia Pilot and Suffol k News Herald on August 4, 1996. In
addition, a public meeting was held on August 20, 1996 in the Chuckatuck Vol unteer Fire Conpany, 5960 Godw n
Boul evard, Suffolk, Virginia. At this neeting, representatives fromEPA and the VDEQ answered questions
about conditions at the Site and the amended remedial alternative preferred by EPA. The public comrent
period on the Proposed Plan was held from August 4, 1996, to September 13, 1996. Although the update to the
Adm ni strative Record was received at the Repository on August 3, 1996, the update to the Adm nistrative
Record was not placed in the file until August 14, 1996, ten days after the planned start of the public
comrent period. In order to allow at |east 30 days for review of the information in the update to
Adm ni strative Record, the public coment period was extended ten days from Septenber 3, 1996, to Septenber
13, 1996. A response to the coments received during this period is included in the Responsiveness Sumary,
which is part of this ROD Anendnent. These activities wer e undertaken by EPA as
part of its public participation responsibilities under Section 117(a) of the Conprehensive Environnenta
Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), and Section 300.435(c)(2)(ii) of the National Gl
and Hazardous Substances Pol | uti on Contingency Plan ( NCP)

<I MG SRC 0396234A>

The Administrative Record for this Site is naintained at the follow ng information repositories

Morgan Menorial Library U S. EPAQ Region |11 Docket Room
443 \West Washi ngton Street Ms. Anna Butch (3HWLA4)

Suffol k, Virginia 841 Chestnut Buil di ng

Phone#: 804 672-4780 Phi | adel phia, PA 19107

Phone#: 215 566- 3157

The Administrative Record includes all docunents upon which the sel ection of the amended response
action is based. In accordance with Section 300.825(a)(2) of the NCP, this RCD Anendnment will becone part of
the Admi nistrative Record.



C SUMVARY OF ORI G NAL REMEDY
The remedy selected in the Septenber 30, 1991 RCD contained the foll owi ng maj or conponents:

TExcavation, Treatnment, and Disposal of Pond Sedinent: Excavation, treatnent by
dechlorination, and offsite disposal of the sedinents fromthe wastewater pond and the
former earthen separation pond; these sedinents are |listed as KOOl wastes under the
Resour ce Conservation and Recovery Act, 42 U S. C. 88 6901-6992k, ("RCRA").

TExcavation, Treatnent, and Disposal of Soil and Sewer Sedinents: Excavation, |ow
tenperature thermal desorption treatnment and offsite disposal of the Site soils and the
sediments fromthe storm sewer.

TGound Water: Treatment of the ground water during the dewatering process prior to
excavating the soil.

IConcrete Pads: Renoval of the top one inch of the concrete pads, solidification of
the renmoved naterial, and offsite disposal of the solidified nmaterial and the renai nder
of the concrete pads.

Id eaning and Lining of the Storm Sewer: The existing 8-inch concrete storm sewer
will be inspected with a closed circuit television canera, cleaned of all debris and
sedinent, and lined with a flexible high-density pol yet hyl ene pi pe.

TG ound Water Monitoring: Gound water nonitoring will be performed for thirty
years to ascertain that the renedy is protective of human health and the environnent.

TInstitutional Controls: Institutional controls will be inplenmented to restrict access to
the contam nated ground water under the Site and to prevent contam nated ground

water fromnoving offsite. The institutional controls included deed restrictions on the
Site to prohibit using either the Colunbia aquifer or the Yorktown aquifer as a source

of ground water and restrictions on offsite ground water extraction.

D. RATI ONALE FOR CHANG NG REMEDY SELECTED I'N 1991 RCD

Soil and Sedinment: Ofsite disposal of treated soil was required at the time of the RCD because the rel evant
Virginia regulations were interpreted by VDEQ to prohibit onsite backfilling of treated soil. Subsequent to
i ssuance of the ROD, VDEQ adopted a new policy which allows onsite disposal of soils containing RCRA-Iisted
hazar dous wastes when the soils have been treated to reduce the contami nants to heal t h-based cl eanup | evel s.
Since the treatnent planned for the Site would achi eve these |evels, VDEQ concurred with a request by EPA to
all ow onsite disposal of the treated soil.

As part of the renedial design, EPA performed additional soil sanpling as well as treatability studies of the
| ow tenperature thermal desorption and dechl orinati on processes to assure that these processes coul d achieve
the soil and sediment cleanup levels in the ROD and to nore accurately determne the cost of treating the
soil and sedinents. The treatability studies verified that the treatnent processes woul d achi eve the cl eanup
levels. However, the soil sanpling data showed that the total anmount of soil requiring treatmnment decreased
fromthe 25,000 tons estimated in the ROD to a new estimated total of 18,000 tons. Since the cost of

nobi i zing and denobilizing the | ow tenperature thermal desorption treatnment equipnent is a fixed cost, the
decrease in volume resulted in an increase in the cost per unit ton of soil

treat ed.

To ensure that the revised cost was still appropriate, EPA conpared the cost of onsite | ow tenperature
thermal desorption treatnment to that of offsite incineration treatment. At the time the ROD was issued,
there were no incinerators pernitted to accept the KOOl sedinents or the soil fromthe Site because they
contain dioxins. Since the ROD was issued, however, several incinerators have been permtted to accept

di oxi n-contai ning wastes. Wth additional incinerators being built, the unit cost per ton of material to be
incinerated has al so decreased. As a result, the cost of treating the soil and sedinents at an offsite
incinerator is currently at |east conparable to the onsite treatnent originally required in the ROD. This is
true even though the cost of the ROD renedy is less than originally estinated because soil could be
backfilled onsite, thus avoiding the added cost of offsite disposal in a permtted RCRA |andfill.

Concrete Pad: It was assuned in the original ROD that all of the soil beneath the concrete pad in the fornmer
wood treating area exceeded the Site-specific cleanup |levels and, as such, all of the pad had to renoved.
However, soil sanpling during the design phase indicated that only certain areas under that concrete pad



requi red excavation and treatnment. Since not all of the soil required excavation and treatnent, not all of
the concrete pad has to be removed. |In addition, rather than use an offsite facility to dispose of those

portions of the concrete pad which have to be removed, the concrete will be decontam nated and di sposed of
onsite as backfill in the wastewater pond area.

G oundwater: EPA continued to nonitor the ground water at the Site during the renedial design. As a result
of this nonitoring, EPA detected nmigration of Site-related contam nants Towards Godwi ns M Il pond, a nearby
wat er supply reservoir. "Specifically, Pentachl orophenol ("PCP') was detected in nmonitoring wells MW¥9S and
MW 11S at maxi mum | evel s of 13 ppb and 41.6 ppb, respectively (See Table 1). The Maxi num Contam nant Level s
(MCLs) for PCP established under the Safe Drinking Water Act, 42 U.S.C. 88300f-300j-26, for public drinking
wat er supply systens is 1 ppb. Because the concentrations detected in these nonitoring wells exceed the ML,
EPA is using its energency response authority to construct a systemto collect and treat the ground water to
prevent further migration of the contam nation. Since the source of the contamination will be renoved

t hrough the actions required under the ROD, EPA currently anticipates that the collection and treatnent
systemw || be operated for |ess than ten years. Because EPA's energency response authorities, in general,
appropriate for short-termoperation of the ground water collection and treatnent system EPA is proposing
that the continued operation and nai ntenance of this systembe included as part of this anended RCOD renedy.



TABLE 1

Moni toring Vel | 1989- 1990 3/ 95 9/ 95 1/ 96 5/ 96
MWV 9S ND 0. 96ppb 13. Oppb BDL BDL
MV 11S ND 5. 80ppb 5. 2ppb 14.1/15. 7ppb  41.4/36. 5ppb

ND- not det ect ed
BDL- bel ow det ection | evel

E. DESCRI PTI ON CF REVI SED REMEDY

TExcavation, Treatnment, and D sposal of Pond Sediments: Excavation and offsite
incineration and di sposal of KOOl sedi ments fromthe wastewater pond and the
former earthen separation pond.

TExcavation, Treatnment, and Disposal of Soil and Sewer Sedinents: Excavation and
offsite incineration and disposal of the Site soils and the sedinents fromthe storm sewer.

YGound Water: Qperation and nai ntenance of the ground water collection and

treatment system constructed under EPA's energency response authority to prevent

further migration of Site contam nants; includes treatment of the ground water collected
during the dewatering process prior to excavating the soil. Treatnent may be either
onsite or offsite.

IConcrete Pad: Renoval of the top one inch of the stained areas of the concrete pad,
Isolidification and offsite disposal of the removal material, and removal of the concrete
pad in the area requiring soil excavation with onsite disposal.

Id eaning and Lining of the Storm Sewer: The existing 8-inch concrete storm sewer
will be cleaned of all debris and sedinent and lined with a flexible high-density
pol yet hyl ene pi pe (the sewer was inspected with a closed circuit television canera
during the renedial design).

TG ound Water Monitoring: Gound water nonitoring will be performed for thirty
years to ascertain that the renedy is protective of human health and the environnent.

TInstitutional Controls: Institutional controls will be inplenented to restrict access to
the contam nated ground water under the Site and to prevent novenment of the PCP

offsite. The institutional controls included deed restrictions on the Site to prohibit using
either the Col unbia aquifer or the Yorktown aquifer as a source of ground water and
restrictions on offsite ground water extraction.

F. EVALUATI ON OF ALTERNATI VES
The followi ng summary di scusses the perfornmance of the amended cl eanup plan in ternms of nine
eval uation criteria, noting howit conpares to the originally selected renedy. This summary assumnes the

original remedy would allow onsite disposal of treated soil and sewer sedinents. The nine criteria can be

categorized into three groups: threshold criteria, primary balancing criteria, and nodifying criteria.
criteria associated with each category are as foll ows:

THRESHOLD CRI TERI A

! Overal |l protection of human health and the environment;

1 Conpl i ance with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents ("ARARS");
PRI MARY BALANCI NG CRI TERI A

L Long-term ef fecti veness

Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatnent;

Short-term effectiveness;

I mpl emrent abi lity;

The



Cost ;

MDD FYI NG CRI TERI A

L Communi ty accept ance;
1 St at e accept ance.

These evaluation criteria relate directly to the requirenments of Section 121 of CERCLA, 42 U S. C. §
9621, which are used to determne the overall feasibility and acceptability of the remedy. Threshold
criteria must be satisfied in order for a renedy to be eligible for selection. Prinmary balancing criteria are
used to weigh najor trade-offs between renmedies. Support agency and community acceptance are nodifying
criteria which are taken into account after public comment is received on the Proposed Pl an.

Overal|l Protection of Human Health and t he Environnent

Soil and Sedinment: Both the original and the amended cl eanup plan provi de overall protection of human health
and the environnent. Under both plans, all areas of the Site which exceed the Site-specific cleanup | evels
wi Il be excavated and treated, thereby elimnating all unacceptable risks associated with direct contact with
the soil.

G ound Water: Although the original cleanup plan was protective of human health and the environnment wth
respect to ground water at the tine it was selected, it is no longer protective. New information has
denonstrated that contami nants are now mgrating through the ground water aquifer and nust be addressed to
achi eve overall protection. EPAis using its emergency response authority to address this need during the
short-term The anmended cl eanup pl an provides for operation of the systemfor the long-term The anended

cl eanup plan provides for operation of the systemfor the long-termand is, therefore, fully protective of
human health and the environnent.

Conpl i ance wi th ARARs

Soil and Sedinent: Treatnent and disposal of the KOOl sediments will neet all ARAR treating the sedinents at
an incinerator permtted to accept this material. The key ARAR associated with contam nated soil at the Site
is the RCRA Land Disposal Restriction requirenents (see 40 CF.R Part 268) that linmt the type and
concentration of hazardous wastes that can be | and di sposed. These requirements are applicabl e because

hazar dous wastes regul ated under RCRA are present at the Site and are being placed in a |l and disposal unit or
facility. Virginia also has simlar |and disposal restrictions under its hazardous waste managenent

regul ation. Al though the Site soils contain f032 and FO35 |isted wastes, RCRA Land Di sposal

Restrictions have not been promul gated for these wastes. The original cleanup plan conplied with all ARARs,
including the RCRA Land Disposal Restrictions and the Virginia requirenments, including the disposal of the
treated soil. The revised remedy will also conply with all ARARs by utilizing only an incinerator permtted
to accept such contam nants and one that is in conpliance with its pernit. Transportation to the incinerator
will be in accordance with RCRA regulations at 40 CF. R Parts 262 and 263, the Departnent of Transportation
regul ations of Title 49 of the Code of Federal Regul ations, and Part 7 of the Virginia Hazardous Waste
Managenent Regul ati ons.

G ound Water: Treatnent of the collected ground water under both the original and the amended renmedy may

ei ther be acconplished at an onsite treatment systemor at an offsite facility. in order to neet all ARARs,
ground water being treated at an offsite facility will neet the facility's pretreatnent requirenments while
treatnment at an onsite systemwill meet the chem cal-specific discharge limts established by VDEQ under the
Virginia Pollutant D scharge Elimnation Systemregulations. Onsite treatnment of ground water may result in
the generation of sludges or other metal -containing waste. These wastes will be evaluated in accordance with
t he hazardous waste identification requirenents and di sposed of as required under the Virginia Hazardous
Wast e Managenent Regul ati ons.

Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Per manence

Soil and Sedinent: Both plans would renove and destroy PCP in the soil to |l evels which would result in
acceptabl e risks to human health fromdirect contact. However, the anended plan provides a greater degree of
I ong-term effectiveness and permanence than the original cleanup plan by providing a higher level of
treatnment (incineration) and offsite disposal of the treated soil. |In contrast, the original plan provides
for treatnent of the soil to the Site-specific cleanup |evel of 1.46 ppm and onsite disposal. Al though the
treated soil woul d not pose any unacceptable risks to human health through direct contact, |ow |evels of
contam nation would remain at the Site.



G ound Water: As indicated above, the original renmedy does not provide a ground water renedy that woul d be
effective in the long-termor permanent given the new information showing mgration of Site contaninants in
the ground water. The anmended cl eanup plan, however, does provide a renmedy that is protective in the

I ong-term and permanent by col |l ecting contaninated ground water and treating it (either onsite or offsite) to
heal t h- based cl eanup | evels. The systemw || be maintained and operated until the ground water cleanup

| evel s have been achi eved.

Short - Term Ef f ecti veness

Soil and Sedinent: Overall, the anended cl eanup plan presents fewer short-termrisks to the onsite workers
and the surrounding community than the original remedy. Although the amended cl eanup plan requires
additional truck traffic, it will take much less time to inplenent (2 nmonths rather than 12 nonths) and does
not include the disruptions associated with the onsite soil treatnent (e.g., staging of the soil prior to and
after treatnent, and the noise associated with the treatment systemitself).

G ound Water: The short-termrisks associated with operati on and mai ntenance of the ground water collection
and treatnent systemare expected to be ninimal. Proper health and safety practices will be inplenented.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volume through Treatnment

Soil and Sedinment: The anended cl eanup plan results in a greater reduction in toxicity, nmobility, and vol unme
of Site contaminants through treatnent than the original plan because incineration, through the use of higher
tenperatures, will renove and destroy nore of the contam nants in the soil than will |ow tenperature thermal
desorpti on.

G ound Water: The anended cl eanup plan al so provi des a hi gher degree of contam nant reduction by collecting
and treating the ground water.

I npl erentability

Soil and Sedinent: Overall, both the original cleanup plan and the anended plan can be readily inpl enented,
however, the anmended plan is easier to inplenment because onsite treatnment of soils is not required.

Regardi ng the original cleanup plan, bench-scale treatability testing conducted during the pre-desi gn phase
has shown that | ow tenperature thermal desorption can neet the health-based cleanup | evels for organics set
forth in the ROD. If treatment standards for FO032 and FO35 |isted wastes are promul gated prior to cleanup at
the Site, the contam nated soil would have to be treated to these new levels. Although |ow tenperature
thermal desorption is likely to neet the new |levels for organic contaninants, treatment |evels established
for arsenic could be a problembecause arsenic is not effectively renoved in the | ow tenperature thernal
desorption process.

G ound Water: Technol ogies to collect and treat the ground water are readily avail able. Qperation and
nmai nt enance of the treatment systemcan also be readily inplenented. The particular technol ogies to be used
will be determned as part of the emergency response action inplenented by EPA

Cost

Soil and Sediment: The cost to treat and di spose of an estimated 18,000 tons of contam nated soil and
sediments using offsite incineration is approxinately $13,883,200. As deternmined through a treatability
study, the cost to treat the sane volume using onsite | ow tenperature thernal desorption and onsite disposal

of the treated soil is approxi mately $14, 560, 000.

Gound Water: the estinmated cost to operate and maintain the ground water collection and treatnent system
has not been deternmined at this tine.

State Accept ance

VDEQ served as the | ead agency for the Commonweal th of Virginia for the CERCLA response activities at
the Saunders Supply Conpany Site. VDEQ has reviewed the renedial alternatives under consideration for the
Site and has provided EPA with technical and amended ROD and concurs with the amendment as di scussed bel ow.

Communi ty Accept ance

The Proposed Plan to Anend the ROD was rel eased on August 4, 1996 to solicit public comrent regarding the
proposed revised cleanup plan. At that tine, a 30-day comment period was opened. A public neeting on the



Proposed Pl an was hel d on August 20, 1996 at the Chuckatuck Vol unteer Fire Conpany. Comments raised at the
public neeting and during the public comrent period are summarized in the Responsiveness Summary which is
included in the ROD Arendnent. None of the comments nade at the public neeting were in opposition to EPA' s
proposal to amend the ROD for this Site. O the witten comrents received, tw asked that EPA not change the
remedy for the Site.

G Anended Renedy

Fol | owi ng revi ew and consi deration of the information in the Adninistrative Record file, the
requi renents of CERCLA, the NCP, and public comrent, EPA has sel ected the revised cl eanup plan as the
selected renedy. |t provides the best bal ance of trade-offs with respect to the criteria eval uated above
Specifically, the selected renmedy, which satisfies Section 121 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9621, includes:

TExcavation, Treatment, and Disposal of Pond Sediments: Excavation and offsite
incineration and di sposal of the KOOl sedinents fromthe wastewater pond and the
former earthen separation pond

VTExcavation, Treatnment and Disposal of Soil and Sewer Sedinents: Excavation and
offsite incineration treatment and di sposal of the Site soils and the sedinment fromthe
storm sewer.

TG ound Water: Qperation and mai ntenance of the downgradi ent ground water

collection and treatnent system constructed under EPA' s energency response authority
to prevent further mgration of Site contam nants; includes treatnment of the ground water
coll ected during the dewatering process prior to excavating the soil. Treatnent nay be
either onsite or offsite

TConcrete Pad: Renopval of the top one inch of the stained areas of the concrete pad,
solidification treatment and offsite di sposal of the removed naterial, and renoval of the
concrete pad in the area requiring soil excavation with onsite disposal

Id eaning and Lining of the Storm Sewer: The existing 8-inch concrete stromsewer wll
be cleaned of all debris and sedinent and lined with a flexible high-density polyethyl ene
pi pe (the sewer was inspected with a closed circuit television canera during the renedi al design).

TG ound Water Mnitoring: Gound water nonitoring will be performed for thirty
years to ascertain that the renedy is protective of human health and the environnment.

TInstitutional Controls: Institutional controls will be inplemented to restrict access to
the contam nated ground water under the Site and to prevent novenent of the PCP

offsite. The institutional controls include deed restrictions on the Site to prohibit using
either the Col unbia aquifer or the Yorktown aquifer as a source of ground water and
restrictions on offsite ground water extraction

Per f or mance St andards

The sel ected remedy addresses all of the contam nated nmedia at the Site. By instituting all of these
conponents, the Site risks will be reduced to within EPA's acceptable risk range. The perfornance standards
for the major conmponents of the selected renedy include the follow ng

ITo reduce the risk to human health and the environnent via the exposure pathways

attributed to the contanminated soil and storm sewer sedinents, approximately 18, 000 tons

of surface and subsurface soils exceeding the soil cleanup |evel of 1.46 ng/kg of PCP
(corresponding to a 10-6 risk level) and the sedinments fromthe storm sewer along Godw n

Boul evard shall be excavated, transported offsite, and treated by incineration. The storm
sewer was inspected during the design phase with a closed circuit television canera to
identify any obstructions. The sewer shall be thoroughly cleaned to renove all the sedinents

ITo reduce the risk to human health and the environnent via exposure pathways
attributed to the KOO1 sedinments, approximately 700 tons of sedinent fromthe

wast ewat er pond and the former earthen separati on pond shall be excavated, transported
offsite, and treated by incineration. The wastewater pond shall be filled with
decont am nated concrete fromthe concrete pad, and both areas shall be covered with
clean soil and contoured to pronote run-off.



ITo reduce the risk to human health and the environnent via the exposure pathways
attributed to the water in the wastewater pond, the pond shall be drained and the water
treated prior to discharge. The water shall either be treated onsite, and discharged to
Chuckatuck Creek or treated and di scharged offsite. |If treated and discharged offsite, the
Chuckat uck Creek shall neet VPDES permt linmits. |If treated and discharged offsite, the
treatnent shall nmeet the levels as set by the receiving facility.

ITo reduce the risk to human health and the environnent attributed to the concrete pads
the stained areas of the concrete pads shall be scarified and di sposed of offsite and the
concrete pad in the area requiring soil excavation shall be renoved and di sposed of
onsite. |If the removed naterial is determined to be a RCRA characteristic hazardous
waste using the Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP), the material shall be
solidified prior to offsite disposal in a landfill as directed by Part 8 of the VSWR
During the scarification process, the follow ng dust control techniques shall be
inplenented to control the possible rel ease of contami nated material: pre-wetting the
concrete, equipping the scabbler with a sprayer, and using a vacuum attachnent for dust
collection. The portion of the concrete pads which nmust be renoved to allow for
excavation of the soil beneath the pad shall be cleaned of any residual and di sposed

in the wastewater pond

ITo reduce the risk to human health and the environnent attributed to the existing 8
inch concrete stromsewer, the sewer shall be sliplined with a flexible high-density

pol yet hyl ene pipe of a slightly snaller dianeter. The service connections shall then be
reconnected to the new liner. The annulus between the old and the new pipeline may be
filled with grout.

ITo ascertain that the remedy is protective of human health and the environment, |ong-
termground water nonitoring shall be performed for thirty years. The ground water

nmoni toring shall included sanpling for PCP, arsenic, and chrom um which were the only
contami nants associated with the operations at the Site detected at el evated levels in the
ground water. EPA will determine if the cleanup level of 1 ppb of PCP, the proposed

MCL, is being net throughout the plune in both in both the Col unbia aquifer and the Yorktown
aqui fer. The purpose of ground water nonitoring under the original remedy was to
deternmine if the PCP cleanup |l evel was being net at the Site boundary because the soi
cleanup level for PCP might allow for partioning to ground water |evels exceeding the
cleanup level for ground water. Since the anended renedy does not include backfilling

of treated soil, the ground water nonitoring will be performed to deternine if the cleanup
level is being net throughout the plume

ITo restrict access to the contami nated ground water under the Site and to prevent

accel erated nmovenent of the PCP offsite, institutional controls shall be inplenented.

The institutional controls include deed restrictions on the Site to prohibit using either the

Col unbi a aqui fer or the Yorktown aquifer as a source of ground water and restrictions on

offsite ground water extraction which night cause additional novenent of contam nated ground water

EPA may nodify or refine the selected remedy during the renedi al design and construction. Such
nmodi fications or refinenments, if any, would generally reflect results of the engi neering design process.

H  DOCUMENTATI ON OF Sl GNI FI CANT CHANGES

The Proposed Plan, which identified the revised cleanup plan as EPA's preferred alternative for the
Site, was released for public coment on August 4, 1996. EPA has reviewed the verbal comrents expressed at
t he August 20, 1996 neeting with the city of Suffolk Departnent of Public Wilities and at the August 20
1996 public meeting and the witten conments subnmitted to EPA during the public comrent period which ended
Sept enber 13, 1996 and determ ned that no significant change to the renedy identified in the Proposed Plan is
necessary.



SAUNDERS SUPPLY CO. SITE
CHUCKATUCK, VI RG NI A

RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY
Sept enber 1996

Thi s Responsi veness Summary docunents public concerns and comments expressed during the public coment
period. The Sumrary al so provi des EPA's responses to those comments. The information is organized as
fol | ows:

L Overvi ew

1 Summary of Comments and Questions Expressed During Public Meeting and EPA Responses
1 Summary of Witten Comments Submitted During Public Comrent Period and EPA Responses
l. Overvi ew

The public comment period for the amended remedy for the Saunders Supply Co. Site (Site) began on
August 4, 1996 and was originally scheduled to end on Septenber 3, 1996. Al though the update to the
Adm ni strative Record was received at the Site Repository in the Morgan Menorial Library on August 3, 1996,
the update to the Administrative Record was not placed in the file until August 14, 1996, ten days after the
pl anned start of the public comrent period. 1In order to allow at |east 30 days for review of the infornmation
in the update to the Administrative Record, the public comment period was extended ten days from Septenber 3,
1996, to Septenber 13, 1996. To facilitate commenting, EPA held a public neeting on August 20, 1996 at the
Chuckat uck Vol unteer Fire Conpany |ocated at 5960 CGodwi n Boul evard in Suffolk, Virginia.

At the August 20, 1996 public neeting, EPA presented the Proposed Plan to amend the renedy for the
Site fromonsite thermal desorption of the soil and onsite dechlorination of the sediments to offsite
incineration of both the soil and sedi ments. EPA explained that, since the time of the original Record of
Deci sion (ROD), several new incinerators have been permitted that can now accept the soil and sedinents from
the Site. Ofsite incineration has a much shorter construction period so the inpacts to the two busi nesses
inpacted by the cleanup will be greatly reduced. Al so, offsite incineration is conparable in cost to the
onsite treatnment and resolves an issue associated with onsite disposal of soil which has been treated to
renmove pentachl orophenol (PCP) but may still contain | evels of arsenic which exceed the Site-specific cleanup
level. Treated sediments area a |listed waste (KOO1 waste) under the Resource, Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA). EPA al so explained that ground water contam nation had begun migrating fromthe Site toward Godw ns
M 11 pond. Because of this migration, EPA W Il utilize its renoval authority to collect, treat, and di spose
of the contam nated ground water.

The August 20, 1996 public neeting al so provided the public an opportunity to ask questi ons and
express opi nions and concerns. The comments and questions expressed during that neeting and EPA s responses
to those cooments and questions are described in the foll ow ng summary.

1. Summary of Comments and Questions Expressed During Public Meeting and EPA' s Responses

Questions presented at the August 20, 1996 public neeting are sunmarized briefly in this section and are
grouped according to subject. The EPA response foll ows each question presented.

1. A citizen asked for an explanation of why PCP | evels at nonitoring well
MW 9S varied over time, fromno detection 1988-1989, to 0.96 parts per billion
(ppb) in March 1995, to 13 ppb in Septenber 1995, to bel ow detection |levels in 1996.

EPA Response: The variation in PCP |evels at nonitoring well MAM9S may be nore closely associated with the
amount of rainfall prior to the sanpling events than with the novement of PCP-contam nated water in the

aqui fer (called a "plume"). The highest |evel of contam nation detected, 13 ppb, was fromthe sanpling event
whi ch occurred toward the end of the 1994-1995 drought. The higher level of PCP may be due to the |ack of
water in the aquifer. The best indication of the novenent of the plume in the aquifer is the |level of PCP
detected at nonitoring well MAM11S. This well is nore downgradi ent fromthe source of contam nation than

MM 9S. The levels of contamination found at MM11S have been constantly increasing since 1991, indicating
noverent of the plune away fromthe Site. MN9S is nore side-gradient than down gradient fromthe source of
contanmination, and therefore not as good an indicator of the novement of the plune.

2. A citizen asked what caused the ground water plune to start mgrating.



EPA Response: The Saunders Supply Conpany installed several wells on the Site many years ago. One well, the

owner's recovery well, constructed through an inperneable |ayer of clay that separates the upper and | ower
aqui fers. This well was routinely punped out, with the recovered water being used in a wood treating
process. It is thought that this well was acting as a sunmp. The PCP would flow to that area because the

break in the clay |layer was a | ow point and the act of pumping would draw nore PCP to the area. At the
begi nni ng of the design phase, EPA renoved all of the wells installed by Saunders Supply Co., including the

owner's recovery well. Wth the owner's recovery well plugged, the PCP migrated downgradi ent, away fromthe
Site.

3. A citizen asked if EPA would try to capture the PCP which has already mgrated beyond the Site.

EPA Response: Yes. At the time of the Proposed Plan, EPA had planned to utilize its removal authority

to install one trench at the property line of the Saunders Supply Co. to collect and treat PCP before it
mgrated offsite. Prior to the public neeting, EPA held a neeting with the city of Suffol k Departnment of
Public Wilities. At this neeting, the Departnent of Public Wilities expressed concern that the PCP which
had already migrated may i npact Godwins M| pond. They recommended that EPA install a second trench further
downgradi ents fromthe Site, as close as possible to Godwins MIIpond. Based on the verbal and witten
comrents made by the department and the citizen who asked this question, EPA decided to construct two
trenches, including one trench as close as possible to Godwins MIIpond. The trench closest to Godw ns
MI1lpond is intended to capture as much as possible of the PCP that has already m grated beyond the Saunders

Suppl y Company property.
4. A citizen asked EPA to explain the novenent of PCP through the aquifer.

EPA Response: PCP is approxinately two and a half heavier than water. Under the force of gravity, PCP tends
to mgrate down through the aquifer until it encounters an inpermeable layer. In this case, PCP mgrated
through the aquifer until it encountered the clay |ayer approximately 15 to 20 feet bel ow the surface. At
that point, the PCP migrated along the top of the clay |ayer under the force of gravity. Because it is nore
dense than water, PCP will tend to pool in any |ow points or depressions in the clay |layer. PCP strongly
adheres to soils; the extent of sorption depends on organic content, pH, and the type of soil involved. The
anount of PCP that will adhere to its soil directly proportional to the anount of clay and organic nmateri al
inthe soil matrix. Since the soil at the Site is sandy, adsorption does not occur at a high rate.

5. A citizen asked if any cleanup has been performed at the Site.

EPA Response: Yes. Following an investigation by the Virginia State Water Control Board, the Saunders
Supply Company was required to excavate some contam nated soil around the conical burner area. They disposed
of the contam nated soil into the John Holland landfill. Since the Site was placed onto the Nati onal
Priorities List, EPA conducted a full investigation of the renmining areas of contam nation.

6. Avcitizen asked if EPA knew where the edge of the PCP contanmination is |ocated.

EPA Response: At this time, EPA has collected ground water sanples which showed PCP contam nation at MV 11S
but not at M¥19D. W have al so coll ected additional "screening" sanples using a geoprobe. The screening
results did show some PCP present downgradi ent of MW 11S at |evels bel ow the cleanup level of 1 ppb. From
this, it appears that the edge of the PCP contam nation has passed MV 11S.

7. Avcitizen asked if the ground water collection trenches will be constructed at the
sanme tine as the excavation of soil.

EPA Response: No. Because the purpose of the trenches is to prevent nore PCP frommnmigrating fromthe Site
and to protect Godwins MIIpond, EPA intends to conplete the design and installation of the trenches before
starting the soil excavation. |Installation of the ground water collection trenches should be conpl eted by
Novenber 30, 1996.

8. Acitizen asked if EPA has inplenented this type of soil renediation at other Sites.

EPA Responses: Yes, it has. |In the spring of 1996, approxi mately 15,000 tons of contam nated soil was
excavated fromthe G eenwod Chemical Superfund Site in Albernarle County, Virginia, transported by truck to
arailroad siding where it was placed on rail cars, shipped to Tooel e County, Wah, and incinerated at the
Cive Incinerator. |n addition, nmany other sites across the country have required excavation and offsite
treatment of contam nated soil and sedi nent.

9. Avcitizen asked where the soil fromthe Site will be incinerated.



EPA Response: The exact location will be determined in the future. As with the Geenwood Chenmical Site, EPA
will utilize the services and expertise of the U S. Arny Corps of Engineers to advertise for bids, awards the
contract, and perform constructi on management services during construction. The decision as to which
incinerator will be used will be nade after the incinerator proposed by the contractor to ensure that it is
permtted to accept the contaminated soil and sedinments fromthe Site and that it is in conpliance with its
permt.

10. A citizen asked how much noney has been spent to date on this Site.

EPA Response: Al though EPA nuintains cost accounting infornmation on every Superfund site, EPA did not
anticipate this question and did not have the information avail able for the public neeting. EPA did however,
agree to obtain the information and submt it to everyone on the sign-in sheet for the neeting.

11. Acitizen asked if any restrictions will be placed on either the Saunders Supply
Conpany property or the Kelly Nursery property.

EPA Response: After all of the contam nated soil is excavated and backfilled, there would be no restrictions
pl aced on the use of either property. However, restrictions on the use of the ground water is necessary. n
t he Saunders property, the ground water will not be able to be used for any purpose. On the Kelly property,
arestriction will be required to prohibit punping which may cause further mgration of site contam nation
beyond t he boundary of the Site.

12. A citizen asked how many trucks woul d be used to transport the soil off of the Site.

EPA Response: At the Greenwood Chenical Site referred to previously, 16 truckl oads per day were taken out of
the site during th initial phase of the project while the truck traffic was restricted to the hours of 9:00
AMto 2:00 PM (because of safety concerns associated with school busses on the narrow roads in the area of
the site). After the school year ended, the nunber of truckloads increased to 20 per day. The experience at
the Saunders Supply Conpany Site may be simlar to that at the G eenwood Chenical Site.

13. Acitizen raised a concern that the truck traffic comng out of the Site m ght
interfere with the operation of the Chuckatuck Vol unteer Fire Conpany | ocated
directly across Godwi ns Boul evard fromthe Site.

EPA Response: EPA and the U S. Arny Corps of Engineers will work with the Chuckatuck Vol unteer Fire Conpany
to make any revisions/restrictions necessary in the design docunments to make sure that Site operations do not
interfere with the operation of the Volunteer Fire Conpany, especially during periods when the fire trucks
are in use.

I1l. Summary of Witten Comments Submitted During Public Comment Period and EPA s Responses

1. Two commenters asked that EPA not change the renedy selected in the 1991 RCD
because the thernal desorption/dechlorinati on processes can neet the cleanup |evel
for PCP at a lower cost than offsite incineration.

EPA Response: First, EPA uses nine criteria to evaluate different alternatives, with cost being one of the
nine. As indicated previously, offsite incineration is rated higher based on all of the nine criteria than
the original remedy selected in the 1991 ROD, especially in view of off-site incineration's |long-term
effectiveness, short-termeffectiveness, reduction of toxicity, nobility and vol une through treatnent,

i mpl enent ability, and community acceptance. Ofsite incineration's superiority is primarily due to (i)

hi gher tenperatures destroying all of the organic contamnation, (ii) offsite disposal of the treated
material, (iii) work being conpleted in much less tinme than with onsite treatnent, and (iv) m ninal
operations taking place on the Site. Second, offsite incineration also resolves the issue of whether the
thermal ly treated soil neets the cleanup level for arsenic to permt onsite disposal. Al soil that did not
meet the arsenic cleanup | evel under the original renedy woul d have to be disposed of offsite in a landfill,
this resulting in additional costs beyond that in the original cost estimate. The soil under the concrete
pad is not expected to contain arsenic since the concrete pad was placed before Saunders Supply Conpany
initiated the copper, chromum and arsenic wood treatnment process. In order to neet the arsenic cleanup

| evel under the original remedy, EPA planned to blend the treated soil fromthose areas which contai ned
arsenic contanmination with treated soil fromunder the concrete pad (which did not contain arsenic.) During
design we eliminated nost of the soil under the concrete pad fromrequiring treatnent because the soil does
not exceed any of the site-specific cleanup levels. Therefore, nost of the soil to be treated nowis
contanmi nated with arsenic and, as such, is not available for bl ending

2. Two commenters requested that EPA place two ground water collection trenches as



part of the work performed under the renoval authority.

EPA Response: EPA has decided to install two ground water collection trenches--one at the Saunders Supply

Conpany property boundary and another closer to Godwins M| pond. EPA has decided to do so in response to

these comments, even though the installation of the ground water trenches was not part of the Proposed Pl an
on whi ch EPA was requesting conment.



